THE REFLEX THEOKY.

481

psychological from the physiological aspect of the pheno-
menon. For the brain minus the organism is obviously in-
capable of feelings; whereas the organism minus the brain is
obviously capable of sensibilities adequate to determine the
actions. Thus the feeling of hunger which prompts the
alimentary actions does not arise if the animal is satiated,
nor does the sexual feeling which prompts generative actions
arise when the animal is castrated; but each arises when the
organism is in a particular state. In vain will food be placed
before the satiated animal, or a female before the castrated
male; food and female are seen and recognised, but no desires
are excited, in spite of the brain and its supposed instincts.
On the contrary, when the brain is removed, the need of the
organism for food is felt, and this need determines restless
.movements, which are directed by certain other sensations,
and the instinctive action of feeding is finally effected;
although, of course, the removal of the brain has so disturbed
the normal me.chanism of the instinct that the action is im-
perfect. Benzi says that an animal deprived of its brain has
lost the intelligence which enables it to seek and seize its
food, but not the instinct, since it still has the desire for
food. The following experiment may illustrate this. Eenzi
wounded superficially one optic thalamus of a frog without
injuring the external margin, or optic tract. The frog showed
no appreciable loss of sight, but hopped timidly away when-
ever approached. Then both thalami were divided trans-
versely, the optic tract still being spared. This frog re-
mained motionless under every threat. It manifested no
alarm, and even when directly irritated, only crawled or
hopped away like a brainless frog. Sight still so far re-
mained that obstacles were avoided.''1 Now since this ani-
mal's brain was intact, and its organs of movement were
capable of responding to stimulation, how are we to explain
the loss of its instinct of self-preservation ? The frog per-
ceived no danger in a threatening approach, yet perceived an
obstacle and avoided it, getting under it if there were room
enough, crawling beside it if that was the easier escape.
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